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FRAGMENTS OF SA'ADYAH'S ARABIC 
PENTATEUCH COMMENTARY 

By Hartwig Hirschfeld, Jews' College, London. 

II 

THE two fragments of Sa'adyah's Pentateuch com- 
mentary here following differ not only from one another in 
size and the character of the writing, but also from those 
which formed the subject of the earlier articles. 28 They, 
therefore, bring the number of copies of the work known 
to have been in circulation to six. The large and careful 
writing of the first fragment of the present instalment is 
sufficient proof of the high esteem in which the work was 
held. Apart from this, both fragments, small as they are, 
contain so much that is of interest that no apology is 
needed for making them accessible to students of biblical 
literature. 

By a strange coincidence fragment A, dealing with the 
section Leviticus 25. 36-46 has a certain bearing on 
the specimen of the'same author's commentary on Exodus 
lately published. 20 It begins with the concluding paragraphs 
of what looks like a dissertation on the prohibition of usury. 
Sa'adyah has given special attention to this subject to 
which he devoted a special treatise. Unfortunately, 
however, only a small fragment has come down to us. 30 

28 JQR., 1906, July and October ; 1916, January. 

29 Ibid. s » Ibid., 1905, pp. 119 sqq. 

45 
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This is not the only instance of Sa'adyah's habit of 
supplementing important matters only slightly touched 
upon in the Pentateuch commentary by special treatises. 31 

The author, then, takes up for a second time the topic 
of the Hebrew slave, actually referring to his own comments 
on Exod. 21. 1-6. In so doing he furnishes a strong 
argument in favour of the authenticity of our fragment. 
Not only is the translation of the group of verses, Lev. 
25. 39-46, identical with what we know to be his version, 
but this also applies to a quotation from Job (31. 39). 
Eminently characteristic is the way in which he illustrates 
the logical sequence inherent in the verses 25, 35, and 39. 
There is, therefore, no reason to consider the fragment as 
belonging to any other work but Sa'adyah's. 

Fragment B begins with a discussion of the question 
why the expression of regret in Deut. 1. 41 did not carry 
forgiveness with it. The answer is that 'regret and firm 
resolve ', the two pillars of repentance, must be entirely free 
from ulterior motives. This was not the case with the 
people, as may be seen from Num. 14. 39, because their 
regret was not the expression of ' a pure heart and a sincere 
mind '. A similar case of unreal repentance is recorded in 
Exod. 10. 16. David, on the other hand, who showed 
genuine contrition was forgiven (2 Sam. 12. 13). The 
announcement given in the preceding verse (1 r) is no proof 
to the contrary, because it contains no threat, but a state- 
ment concerning the evil conduct of Absalom which was 
not an act of God. 

Now this affords an opportunity of examining the 
authenticity of the fragment. It is prima facie supported 

31 On the Calendar (Exod. 12. i), ibid., 1904, p. 293 ; On Testimony and 
Agreement, ibid., p. 294 ; On forbidden marriages, ibid., 1905, pp. 712 sqq. 
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by the identity of the translated text verses with Sa'adyah's 
version. A discussion of the meaning of repentance in 
similar terms, but in more elaborate forms is given in 
Book V of the same author's Emunoi. 32 Dividing mankind 
in respect of moral conduct into ten classes he places the 
repentant sinner into the last class. ' The lines of re- 
pentance, he says, are four, viz. abandoning (sin), regret, 
asking forgiveness, and the resolve not to sin again.' In 
connexion with this argument it is scarcely accidental that 
the verses Psalms 78. 36-7 are quoted in our fragment as 
well as twice 33 in the corresponding place in the Emunot. 
Sa'adyah's authorship cannot, therefore, be doubted. In our 
fragment he further illustrates his theory of repentance by 
the instance of Saul whose first confession of guilt was 
rejected, because he was not really contrite, and only the 
repetition of his regret induced the prophet to relent. 

There is a gap after the first leaf, the second taking up 
the thread with Deut. a. 9. This contains a seeming 
contradiction, since the Israelites had taken possession of 
a part of Moabite territory from Sihon. Sa'adyah explains 
this to the effect that Sihon had conquered Moabite lands, 
and it was from him that the Israelites took it. Another 
possible objection is that this passage should have ' Sihon ' 
in the place of ' the children of Lot '. To this the author 
finds three answers. All this is quite in keeping with 
Sa'adyah's usual method, relying on the number of argu- 
ments as well as on their strength. The fragment ends 
with the explanation of the names of the Canaanite nations 
mentioned in the verses 2, 10-12. Here it should be noted 
that his translation of WON agrees with his way of rendering 

32 Arabic original, ed. Landauer, p. 177. 

33 Ibid, p. 180. 
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this name in the passages in which it occurs in his 
translation of the Pentateuch. 

A 
Cod. Brit. Mus. 556a. C. 27 cm. x 16 cm. 

Foi. 23 ro. bap nx riKiD xan^x nb jxa rras np raspba 

ri:mnoD ysoi ^n x»3&$i *nnan n^yi cbji 

tnt 1 xo rhon p^ato ;x pirmDo^K ^aoa mi is 

s'fan 3vnb ruon ronNX^ psD^ xh Qnjy 

pana aba amon p tots' n^at? no ^n i>KpB ib"i jd 

nja i«a n^y nbt* p°^K ;o xnanxi^ nnaon 

hai tow riD3n^ ha ^ na3n sin bym tb 

riTria ntoto? my tapir? ifriai twtw Twta 

155 ta-ita ^y Dnai '3i pn s P t^ 1 " 11 ^P ' a 

nm *ny ih wioi 'ji np^ nmm jna itws 

^y Dnai '31 'to tw ^d *» -iioro nTiia nt*yt?o 



nta ncy bap) '31 itwa jnj t6 isoa tanta Tin 
«i pa nptaa n 11 pa pna xnaxn .my? 'yb did' n^ 



in* vb bap) Dion b ^an pan bjk '31 trai> nitu T^o 

myta riyntso nynB>ta nin yanxi .pnxij 010 d^ 

D'oacon ntai 'a n"w np |to no nya woyta 

nxtaa ana snata tax ;xi opa p:o T oia» nst* 

bp nxato }t? iwta riao |« &»inn tosnya trax 

jo nnx pa' jn w xb ix npny pjd "Tta Dxon 

inxon Nisi ^01 tapa xnay bvta *a tanc 11 

riona nonanon xi>a T^ noaj yxaa iyo t 3 *« 

ri3D *tai Tj" 3 P 311 T* 3 i N "M" 3 "cara nuyta 

ni33i in may jo any cih xiFi ~\oiy pxtaxta 

amxb nay 5 ..Ttcx rim nn-wy *bx ya-vi nyo 
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pn ppN3' xbb "«d ib jd onnroN pni>x top 
"\y\ f|x5i N0p3 rr6p Virion i6) n$ Tapes' 
oon^n pa "£ jwtt» ni»N inoNi tupi -papi f i. 23 < 
nx*ni mi nd^ni Tap/N panpn Druo na^Kin pii>N 

DnftTPP JOl JTWIBTl D3PO PO'PO^N }N3d5>N U3 }D 

Dniwunni Nnn D3^> uw aanb 'a p"iiho$>N 

DruiDi5nDi nrhx rwma M*ip3 p tavJ? Diwnin 

^ino^ ab inxi ba iwie» ya DamiN noi ni3n 

pp T»nN tE» »3i nri^Nn Tp nopn3 .ton ^p 

13D1 TAN "]1D» '3 fh)f6» fbpbb P3ND li' "BDil 
nnp'V PN3 |D ^p' H3N3 TOOl T™! T»' '31 

rfsa> cb) rcbv npnx in nninpNi i?i nay tbi 

T3pi>« DNpo mypn Ni>a ruo nDaj pns Tin -jin 

nb« in 11 pa 5>orv n^i wnh inii ny n^» 

toko pa 11 b rixivao^N wmba yw t6\ dnoi-^n 

n5>NOPN W IN "V3BO '"6lp3 TN1N SilTD 

bN'iiw in^ni n:3$>n T3NnD» Noa ntop3 Nanpo 

NO Nim 1DB3 ^N TOMn |N HFiriB* nhp3 1N1N1 

nw S>onrm ,12 pnxi' in nojn j»pj p npn^ 

T^aio Tp nv>n tanrn ,W^ 'a mp^ t^Hbo ip 

3tsnro ,N»np n^N nnpai nod nrrgN nsi^ 

.hn^d ^p mN^iNi nruir ri^p po nSp> 3iv^ 

i>xn no rvxa ina nop n3P' iavn jw np Tpi 

Nnpop' i i pjdT DN»n noli pio* bi^N wi> 



'a arum rvxa lop luai Nin "ppo nvi ipi 

iwn nh3 nva ipa nrair ndni ^id^n bm 

h:>T?N ^p 54* jnaiwa .iop S nSlFi 5>xp -in 

■up |w ;n 35v innat^o i>N 3^1 "ipi . rbsp j«3 

ddn 33D3 n'k' ruwp* n5> ni>Nn3 nn^a i>nN 

VOL. VII. E 
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San jk3 n-ij npi n^y ypi mi>N nmayi>N 

^>ni n^ip mi rh nyo n!? ytfoi>K xnn »a fiy^K 

hds3 jr>a" rb run ran: oft ,ans» imiaa nmN 



B 
Cod. Bodl. e. 74, 19 cm. x 14.5 cm. 

Fol. 83 ro. KEPI PBVl!?N pKH JN3 N1N1 i"6)flO i>yB ^J? DtJ^K |J> r6 NBnNX JW 

no ^y jkdtS'h ifn 'a nrioi>N 5>nn id tonyi npi Ds-uy nawfo mnoy 

njN^> mmta ^iap aiaia oni>ip yo onnain bpn d!> ibp wra ip 

ton jn^ S»d '31 naanpa wn »a lonim n$i ii>jm n^ nni> fop 

(jNl) fomfo 

Tin np i^NDfo jnb n-nnfo ••a nj^ip pya ^y fonw np jto jni 

Non nryfoi mafo |n inpa n:o jki n:n *|Sni riamfo one' 'b whp 

Dtttyfoi aitofo Nonypw? nin ifo^ n^p nojn njnb riamfo 'mop 

Nnnap^ frxyofo by aw |n mi nam wxa prime pnai ^y 

(foi) irwufo ypiN jnb napfo »a Nnimo ba my d> by nty jki 

natw Koi> in "n^t yaj wins hjn^ rbys no ^y mru crxyfoi 

no!? in ysjfo 5>ne nnia^ noo ni>no b>a "iiy n^ |n ^y mm -jin 

n:o N-m np myfoi mafo |n by\ nam jy d5> i^i iriNo 

(by) r»pKi 

wfoN trin |N3 trim NonrQEtt no ^y in Nonwnai p*i^N pnaifo ^y 

naia npi "n'jt yaj nis^ Noli naio wo UNn JN3 ifo riamfo 'a 

no3n qton^ tame nam "jin pa' o!> nbiie <fo my n$> jn Dtyfo 

■N fo ij-ia Nini>B »ter\ ysj 1m fo-re* pN mvi omisb ufnn 

N3 no3n i^aNivi TNan nhp jn nn 'fo pawn Tfo"ia ma" 

N3tni NDJ 

yB3 nisa in Diojoi'Na nix ^i^na pha jn d^n in 8:6ni 

D'h rb D»ny 



1 
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^nti }to "K\n -n* bbnb in *wn i?sj rnai> 8rm p i>a 

nn^ipi naanp3 •wx »a lonivi nS l^pn xb orb n&N t>ap -|^i!>a 

frsN* n-Ji ^n5 a^pa ro^p dhjn ^j? ^t xi> "^ u«on NAin 

ipi 'ui ids; [km n^> aai>i ii> urai 'ai on^aa nina^ amy iwp np 

nam "jin p* nh aah mvi5n wi$ TiKDn pnxh wd5 ny-ia tap 

frsss rtoa Jn^ tap n»!> Til jn nn 'ta rhDaa n*a ;y mi raxi) 

m»n t6 iriNDn "vayn ■>« dj jw ni> tap ^ wEn j^ae ai>pi 

tap }nb 
■jirao nyn t^ Q'po ^n rfopa ni>ta myxin nta lyita jn i^Np 

1D3 N133 |N3 KDJN1 «T>J?1 itail pi t& H^ 5»p flMina DpD' ai> 

rrapta i^ai n^ mxb bxyn rbbx bys> p \y q\» Di^cax -iktdn foi. s 4 vo. 

-ien* xi>i 
ni>ip »jy» ndb itayn ni>ta !>ya jd i?i py tb jn ^p ;kb nrra^i na 

ltai3 inin not nb by 'ji tsh^ wm TWi> T^ n ^ Tinp^i 

ri^anta 

'rota "Ma anjy new k^ fvna xoata t^inh pi biSwk pa 

ta !>inb> "idk'1 n:y tap ."okb 1?ine> ndkb "urta -wo mi s<S 

njD -|Vi bp» oh 'ai -jnsi nm ^ *a m 'may 'a TiKon taiee> 

wn» w idnd'i 1" nan dn ddnd 5 'nNDn ni> nhp ijn n^> tap b 

ton Dip tap ipi : riainta nai ^v i^T i'pi n^ 1 ^inb> jn ^y i»T xina i?a 

Nin }n jna hpja ,v5j? anru jn nr?^N jn5> ruo ^i i»3p» ni> n»jn 

SDJN DX^N^N JD n^i 1j)3 f!3 ^1^ ND |Nai> H3in HJD |N3 ^ ^lp^N 

nN3ipyi>K apDn n3in^ j«i> naipj>i>N nai by xb rarxbix mi ^y na $>it 

«h 3 ,| Nni' J>Np-> xb Nini w -]dnd»i u^n ni> 5>np npi a^K jy 

Nnatoji xnnaiN jn nx ni»aa nisoo nxp^N nin iqi :}nnDoi> 

las *a i>Np nn ioy aicx n^ 5ji«b^ Sp* ^ni»b> town wn wni 

row bip» "oata p i^i fon ^aa b\m "inx i'wce' 3B"i risp^N 

toy 3iB« }k S4 nh naiijN Kin by -py awx «i» tb)p ]w ;n a?' 

34 Read niwiDl. 

E 2 
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}ns rbt/no Ss »a in i»y 3ii» s6 n!w naifo pyt> -on rai ii>» 
iV3 ton nn »!»« nyo y?-> i'&nbx ixyxi !>nid5>n ikvn 



Tixtan xi'N nb bap l^yo epaa prm bsp py 3wn xi> t6 rbip 

at^i Nin nj>a bap 1^3 ^k-ib>* *tjji nsy ypt "ui so '•jnna nny 

♦a wan^D ^3 ns ty&* nanni ni>ipi h«B> nnx bxw 

nivip npi 'a 3Sr jy rbipz N-im i!n anoa n^x *i*v ab npi 

nspiN^ n»k3 wno by moso a-in nun vbyi am>v'? 



mob ?ya mn na th "arm nbipa *na ibsn *b n*non»!>K 
wnni wiSai ."pirn inin tdj it by "pin Ton nmsD bapi 

t?B> pn iTiW H3 D'DDn jie6 JD npNpnCN HVJl DnDyJN! 



w tcn Te»N aipan ba wbyi u:n (*jton) n«an anbip mi pix 

Foi. 84 ro. anoy p2 ansbnro 3N1D3 dhn t^di avn N">atb nbnp ^y 

anym arwao 'n asm nx w '~\w wipM bsw runo bx ins 11 ! 

it?lp -31 '}) 'N^Dl U3N (so) nN lS^t?'' H31D npbn !?31 1DTH< 

tns xb '•a 



xi> nox b«p np ^xyn jks nin noa vn ribac nsnT> isind t? 

t jd nriis no jn juaby npi nhsm 3soa nb |o bane* w 

»b hpja t^>t ;an 5i»33 mr»ni nimnN npi skid ib in jwd 

♦a njN3 koto ntpiT ixind lb \m xb '3 ^Nyn nbi>N hp ;k nam? 

ivFtn na'ta nT jy n?T3 kins wind nbip tri ^y i>-p Baia t 

*p3B $>Np |K8 .niDNn PN3 !>SW 3B"1 5»Np l5»T?1 jimD pN M i?3 

*ip pn'D |N3 nIni nB>iT ny m Vim di^> 133b ^ rb)p *i»nnn 



ne-iT- ny nx inno pppd^j '3 inv npa n^y J?i) aiSio ibaa nab 

i6 mt* in bl^K 3N»!5N P3N1J3 li?T jy 3N3i )K pC fUM nS b'p 
PO'PO 1JN3 NOnD TOt t!?T Ol5 '03 iDyN N»3N JW }N yinC 

njN in ''JNni'N aN^w .nerv anb i^t ps 11 ai> anbv nb Nixa n'3 

mi dt^3 nenn* ih oii> ^3 ■•ays ndon pa» jn yjnD' xb 

l^n p' ab anp-io wiy NiNa npnabx vypnoo un3 xono 

l5n anKtays ndjn ja* ;n po» nox in n5»wii>K 3ni?^ni -.Trnv orb 
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rorrv dni> ^n p* nb sxpni npi!>x xnrux n^xb .nfijn npi ^n nFFr 

roxi> i>ox3 tons nci 1 pn^ "jin TV n:x ^xd^n hp xoxa 

^xyn rbbx jx i»p ipi net btnerb i?i ixva ^xie* ^n bprux 

oib i>Np dmax jx!? ne>i' ij; nx »nn: oii> *nb »a b«p xdjk 

pe6 xim paw^N own xjidbi :tJs5 pixn 5a x^>n 



•pa^ ni>E>x wx rise ,n!?nj nasrn ncx rum Tpa Tha »|*ixno 

roe xj npi '•b ii>aj m» mow .nnai nncx dn^j? ^an 

p^xno^x m cjvi nai .njiax td>k tixcj ni?ip mi in Toa 

;xDb ni>ojmDx npi tpai ton iin jmmi xiui dvn nhpa 



ynow n^nn (so) nxsnai nvn nxi dinx nia^o fjvi *a "ipa yonx^x Foi. 8 4 vo. 
i^nni CDxai ip >a dDxi^x xn.ns jxnix^x , dd npi xa'pni 

«Onp 13X3 DftiN H3 nxiX H3 UB" d^ DnSKH rfopi 

NHTJ 'B lOXpN NVPN EPOK^N |X3 npi 3X10 piX »B pcpo 

DN^rO dOx5>N ^1NH P|X11 JDWTp HIBO CDXH riN1 1J& 

doj&x 'a dii ,nnn3$>x 'a Sri mpiw '•a 5>na nj? nsas 

3b !>ipai QnnywBn dnrw day ia d^Jj^xa d.nxixoi 

bap on ,db> D»pjj> 'a xinn dva njrat? nnx 13 j>swi> 

xin oipjya hun dnxn jnnx nnp Dya!> pi3n ds?i 

p"a n^stibx nx$>ix dm n*pjj?a on pjx iaw d»xai nijipi 

NJo5>j; npi 55 d^bjh |e pjy m d^ajn nx wxi dm 

Nflh 31 DWI D'D'3 piN3 1V1 d^BSn Tp3 d^B^N n>3p 

nx ia'i i^xp xDai nvn rionp D'-sa-ii'N ri^api njwat?^ 
o'KB-itaa po5»n3» pjod^m ;k3 Tpi ji Qynp nriHijn d»nb*i 

Dmxi>1N p U«a i>3 D»NBn pDJ?3 1DCa , l 1X3 D^HB^BI pal 

'33D nan tx i »a QTi^a dy rtanban TDj/ni fa nnx wi j5ai 
rmrbo iiy »nm i>Np dn njja^i d^xann »t^d »bd nx wennn 



'31 mavV- dn Dim i?xpi .xami> ibv mn D31 mo ^x wi nsa 
n^ipa ab t »i»p d'piyi'x nbbtt -]bmt '31 5ei n33 xaini? ii5w r6« 
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iae» "wai x^ipa ikiw 'ji piyn »aa itb6b> tw ab qk>d tnii 

-I'j?^ in ib r^po w«3 ninn *fw ya jn d^ onnrt 

'ji pan >ae>* nnn iw ya ni« iS>i f>ap tap xoai ndhp 

bvsbvi Kin nix -a tapi dun p«a *w ya 'inn wta nta 



'b«i dwv w yai n^ipa ikiki iw pxa '<sW nnn '•aita nta 

DJ1JK3D 111111 TV IN^lX 13^i1N "iii ~\t6)X \H DTWBD 

■wo nhpi ,frr»ir^nS ta . . . linTiS? ie>j£ apjy tap T^ih 
kd H3 Tii* d^i Jiyi iirvD 1^33 it6i?b nd n3 iNiN taie" ns?y 
, . . 5>ap rwo njtd jd jto axoata «in |t& nscta ii>33 rotaa 



Translation. 

A 

.... it is clear that it has an owner, as stated in Job 
31. 39. This refers to landed property mortgaged to him. 
Those who consider it lawful, eat the produce of the 
mortgaged property without crediting the owner with its 
value. Job, however, dissociated himself from so doing, 
saying: I have eaten nothing of its produce unless I 
credited the owner with the amount off his debt. If I have 
not done so, let thistles grow instead of wheat, and cockle 
instead of barley (v. 40). Also Ezechiel (18. 10) after 
enumerating many misdeeds, concludes as follows (v. 13) : 
Upon interest he gives forth, and increase he taketh. 
In opposition to this, David ends Psalm 15 with the words 
(v. 5) : He that putteth not his money to usury .... 
he that doeth these things shall never be moved. Similarly 
in Ps. 93. 1 and 55. 23. 

The next law (vers. 39 sqq.) is that dealing with the 
Hebrew slave in accordance with what was explained in 
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Exod. 21. 1-6, viz. that he serve six years only, but if he 
refuse to leave the service he shall serve his master for ever. 
In our passage we are taught that if he compensate him 
before the lapse of the six years the master sets him free, 
since no Israelite shall be in servitude during the jubilee 
year. 

[Here follows the translation of vers. 39-46.] 
Ver. 39 forms the continuation of the verses 35 and 35, 
and means that if a person sell his estate and still be in 
want of funds, even if thou lend or trust him, and he sell 
his own self, thou shalt not hold him as a slave ; he shall 
not walk behind thee with a saddle cloth nor carry bathing 
utensils before thee, nor do any special work, but shall be 
as a hired servant and as a sojourner (ver. 40). The term 
'hireling' means that he shall do work congenial to him 
either as architect or carpenter or tailor. The term 
'sojourner' implies that thou shouldst consider what he 
lacks ; also that he should be accommodated for the night ; 
further, that he complete prepaid work, and finally that the 
master provide for his wife and children. The final words 
of the verse mean that the jubilee year interrupts the 
service of full seven years. Ver. 41 makes it clear that he 
and his family must be kept by the master, the wife being 
especially mentioned in Exod. 31. 3. The 'going out' 
points to previous ' coming in '. The next verse demands 
that he live with the family (of the master) in such a way 
that they do not let him suffer any want, because he might 
be called a slave. We see that the mention in this passage 
of his estate is meaningless. After this we will explain 
that he did not sell himself 
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B 

Since in your opinion these two terms represent 

the pillars of repentance, we find that the position of the 
people in the wilderness was as we described it. Now why 
was their repentance not accepted, considering that you 
maintain the duty of accepting the [words of] the Torah 
which says (Deut. 1. 42) : You shall not go up neither fight, 
for I am not in your midst ? We answer that though your 
question covers part of our declaration, the querist left 
aside what we said concerning the conditions of repentance. 
Although we say that regret and resolution are the two 
pillars of repentance, we demand that the repenting person 
fulfil these two conditions in order to render repentance 
worthy of its name. He must be sorry for his misdemeanour 
for the sake of its odiousness, and be firmly resolved not to 
be guilty of any similar lapse. If, however, the repenting 
person regret his offence, because he failed to achieve some 
worldly end, and is bent upon not repeating the mistake 
in order to avoid another disappointment, this is not 
repentance, although his regret and resolve bear the 
characteristics mentioned above. This being our principle 
regarding repentance, had the 'men of the wilderness' 
repented on account of the risk of worldly gain, whilst the 
resolve not to repeat the offence is enjoined, this could not 
be called repentence, because they mourned the loss of the 
advantages of the holy land which was a mundane advan- 
tage. They cannot, therefore, be looked upon as having 
been contrite. The term 'they mourned' (Num. 14. 39) 
only describes sadness and distress. Distress is the 
knowledge or the belief that a person is affected by some 
damage or the loss of a great advantage, but not every one 
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who is sad because of worldly loss or damage is repentant. 
It is for this reason that God said to them : You shall not 
go up. When they said : ' We have sinned ', this does not 
show that they said it with a pure heart and sincere mind. 
This is described in Ps. 78. 36 as well as in the case of 
Pharaoh because his confession arose out of evil intention. 
When David confessed his sin to Nathan with a pure 
heart and a sincere mind, the answer expressed complete 
forgiveness. Now if some one assert that the threat uttered 
against him (a Sam. 12. 11) did not become invalid in spite 
of his repentance, the answer is that this was not a threat 
but the announcement of Absalom's undutiful behaviour, 
which was not an act of God. God does nothing bad, He 
neither commands nor permits it. Some people might 
raise the objection, viz. if this was not an act of God, what 
is the meaning of the verse just quoted ? The answer is 
that He permitted Absalom to make free with those women, 
by neither turning him away from them, nor forbidding or 
warning him. 

As regards Saul, the Bible states that he acknowledged 
his sin (1 Sam. 15. 34), but this confession was not accepted 
(ver. 26). This shows that Saul did not speak these words 
in a sense of repentance. Some interpreters say that his 
regret was rejected because 'his fate had been sealed'. 
My answer is that had these words been the expression of 
real repentance, no sufferings would have been inflicted 
upon him unless by way of trial, but not as punishment, 
because repentence makes punishment fall to the ground. 
Such words as ' He hath despised thee ' are not spoken by 
a prophet to a person who repents or is to be tried. 

Now this verse raises an important question which 
I mention here together with the answer thereto. How is it 
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that Samuel said to Saul : ' I will not return with thee ', 
but later on the story relates that Samuel did return with 
him. How could the prophet do such a thing? The 
answer is that Samuel's refusal refers to the first request, 
but when Saul expressed his sorrow for the second time, 
taking hold of the hem of his garment and repeating his 
confession of sin, and asking Samuel to return with him 
(ver. 30), the latter did return with him. 

The words 'when you had girded on every man his 
weapons of war' (Deut. j. 41) refer to an occasion not 
desired by God, as when Joab slew Amasa (a Sam. ao. 8). 
Divine approval is expressed in 1 Sam. 17. 39 and Ps. 45. 4. 
The word UWii I explain by • you agreed ', 35 the word being 
radically related to }n ('yes'} as used in a Talmudical 
passage. 35 They therefore answered with Num. 14. 40 

fol. 3 ro. ..... They conquered both of them and destroyed 

them as stated in 3 Kings 3. 34-5. The words in Deut. a. 9 
involve another question, viz. : If God did not desire to 
give Israel any part of Moabite territory, whilst we know 

36 B. M., fol. 49 ro. Strange to say, that in his Translation Sa'adyah 
renders 13THTI by DmiWl (you hastened), thus abandoning his former 
translation in favour of one which seems to have been current. The trans- 
lation DnOViSI is not only given by Jephet, but also in a late Qaraite 
compilation of comments on Deuteronomy (Cod. Brit. Mus. 2498, fol. a vo.) 
in the words 

jrin itc \>r\ run -idk!>ki "pna w lis jn p onoiuto iDsn wwn 

Dpn i>ho 

It is to be noted that Jephet's name is not included in the authorities 
quoted by the compiler, but he is perhaps alluded to in IDBni. A Qaraite 
author of our fragment is out of the question on account of the two quotations 
from the Talmud. See also Ibn Janah, Kitdb al-Usiil, ed. Neubauer, col. 780 : 

r «i y, t$jJI )i\ ^ Jp^. ^xilj mnn nii>j?!» wim 
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that what they took from Sihon was Moabite country, how 
was this possible? The explanation is that this verse 
refers to lands taken from the ' hand ' of Moab (Num. ai. a6), 
and this is intimated in the word his land (ibid.). When 
it had gone out of Moab's hand it was no longer their land, 
but Sihon's. This is confirmed by ver. 25. It is stated 
later on (Deut. 2. 9) that Ar was given to the children of 
Lot, and if Sihon had conquered the land of Moab, the 
verse should have run : To Sihon I have given Ar as 
inheritance. This can be interpreted in two ways: first, 
it could not have been given as an 'inheritance to the 
children of Lot' had they inhabited it, but if they con- 
quered it, it was not their inheritance. Secondly, it could 
only have been given as an inheritance to the children of 
Lot on the condition that they kept on the straight path, 
but when they walked crooked ways, it was no longer their 
inheritance. Thirdly, it is also possible that God gave it 
to them as an inheritance up to the time of his sending 
(a prophet) ; but the time had arrived it was no longer 
their inheritance. Therefore the objection that the passage 
should have ' to Sihon as inheritance ' is idle, because the 
land was handed over to the Israelites as an inheritance for 
them. 

The verse Deut. 2. 9 only means what Abraham said to 
Lot, viz. is not the whole land before thee ? 

The word D*DN (ver. 10) I explain by 'those who inspire 
fear'. 36 The word is frequently used, as Genesis 15. 12; 
Exod. 33. 27 ; 15. 16; Ps. 55. ,5 ; 88. 16. In Hab. 1. 7 the 
Syrian army is described by 0'?. All these instances 
express the idea of fear and terror. It is used in the same 
sense in the Aramaic passage, Dan. 7. 7, describing the 

38 See also Sa'adyah's Translation to Deut. 2. 10-n ; Gen. 14. 5. 
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kingdom of Edom, whilst in Jer. 50. 38 it refers to idols. 
Deut. a. 10 teaches that the Emim had formerly been living 
in the land of Moab as well as elsewhere (Gen. 14. 5). 
These nations are here described by three characteristics, 
viz. great, numerous, and powerful, and are compared to 
the Anakim in respect of might and heroism, as stated in 
Josh. 14. 12, 15. 

In Deut. 2. 11 the D'WSI are said to be the descendants 
of the D^sj (Num. 13. ^) who in Gen. 6. 4 are described 
as distinguished by bravery. The Rephaim were an ancient 
tribe, as may be seen from Gen. 14. 5. The Philistines were 
mixed up with the Rephaim, as stated in 2 Chron. 14. 9, 
but really belong to their descendants, see 1 Chron. 20. 4-7. 
God destroyed the Anakim by the hand of Kaleb, as stated 
in Josh. 15. 14. 

Deut. 2. 1 2, speaking of the Horims, should be compared 
with Gen. 36. 21. At the end of the chapter they are 
stated to have lived in the land of Seir. The words: 
' the sons of Esau dispossessed them ' (ibid.), mean that the 
descendants of Esau destroyed the sons of Seir and took 
possession of their borders. This is expressed in Gen. ^. 14. 
The words ' as Israel did ' refer to Sihon and Og, but not 
to Palestine, because Moses used these words before 



